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ABSTRACT . ' -
Thewquestion of evaluating effective teaching in-~

light of the fact that teaching is still the: pr1nc1pa1 ‘function of -
the university is addressed. Most- faculty receive very little
specific training in teaching, even though the skills involved are
complex and sophisticated.. There is a dual responsibility for
evaluation of teaching by faculty and administration, a type of
collaboration that corresponds to the way most conteaporary Canmadian
universities are governed. The main responsibility of . the
administration should be to provide a climate within which effective
teaching and learning can occur. A teaching resource center,
sabbatical leaves, and research and development graamts for faculty”
_are examples.of encouragement or rewards provided to teachers for
initiatives they may take. Paculty should not be constrained from
practiciig new approaches in their teaching. Teachers should provide .
information about their teaching performance that could be used for
evaluation purposes. A teaching dossier gight contalgésunlaries of
student course evaluatlons, comments by colleagues ol the guality of
the material presented in class, descriptions of innovative teaching
-and learning techniques, and evidence of- some -gain in knowledge or -
experience on the part of students. It is suggested that-teackers )
should claim credit for good teaching in the same way as they would

" take the responsibility to document scholarly endeavors and ’
administrative work. The involvement or concerns of students and- the
community in the evaluation of teachlng perforlance is also,

dlscussed. (SH) ) . . " ; -
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Criteria’éf faculty performance

_ﬁ-few years ago thé Canadian Association of Unjversity Teachers undertéok
8 a sﬁr§ey oé saléry.pdlicies‘in Céﬁadian\univérsities (see KRnapper, 1974).
Results of ébe study showed thﬁt univérsities across the country ;ere fairly
unanimous 19 recognizing fhrée or four basic qualities a faculty member must
:display'ih'qraer to be gra;ted tenure, receive a merit increment, or be promqted.
The first three ci-j.t:eria were compétenée in teaching, scholarly or research

-, capabilities, and involvémén; in the varjous administrative chores that are

~

.he;essary téday in most academic settings. AA.fogrth area of contribution,
‘|§pec1fiéd by about ﬁé;f,the institutions surveyed, was that of work done
‘ éirectly for- the édmmunity ;t large. Although teaching was placed first on the
,'1ist.b} the majority of universitieg.respoﬁding, if is one of the worst-guarded
sgcrets-;n adﬁinistrative circles that the efforts being made to evaluate
geaching are reall& éuite cru&e, wher§>theyf§xist at all. S
..The pfe;ent paper ;s primarily concerned with the question of evaluating
'éffgcfife'ééach}ng; S;ﬁ t;i§ by>n$ ﬁeéﬁs-kmplies Eﬁéf'té;chiﬁé.is“thehbﬁl§“‘ )
p%gfessorfai—responéibility being assessed in an unsatisfactory way. Certainly
it is easy ;o count up the number of papers a faculty memb;r has publisﬁed or to -
~iake a list of.the pugber of committees on which hé has served, but.this may

be an extremel} poor guide to that person's scholarship or contribution to the

smooth running of the academic community. In a recent Camadian publicatiop on

;, ~ Shore, 1976) the point is made by a number of writers that activities like

" research, administrative ability, public service, and so on - things which have

* Paper presented to AUCC annual conference on "The Changing Conditions within
Universities", Regina, November 4, 1976. - .
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been generally assumgd to be easily appraised - should be subject to at 1eastl

the same kind of scrutiny as that which is now being recommended for the _
teaching activity. Thus it might be asked not\just how fmny papers a professor
has published or how much money hp has obtained in the way of research grants,

but also what was the quality of the research; what was the impact of its

-
L

findings on- colleagues or the community at large? Simil#rilf, instead of
caunting up committee mémberships, consideration might be given éo how Qell.the .
committee functioned, Qhat changes it effected, and so onmn. '
Notwithstanding these comments, it is probablf true that the evaluafion‘;f
teaching performqnce in universities is even mbre unreliable than assessments of
research or administrative-éuties. .One feasoﬁ for this is that>teaching'has
become such a ionely occupation. wniie only fellow committe;,members ﬁabe to

‘tolerate ou§ long‘rambling speeches, and while our papers may go unread except .

.

by the jourﬁal editor g&d two referees, it is probably the case that not éne‘
cglleague has ever watéhed us perform in the cla;sroom or.in our variqué«ﬁofe',
private teaching activities. 1In this réspégt even the most.general f§%m éf?~
. feeﬁb#ck about teaching perfor;;nce is likely to be enlightening, and hence -
.‘gélﬁfﬁilhlﬁug éf'fhé‘;a;e tiﬁe.;&é;)iﬁfdrﬁatioﬁ>may ﬁlsé Bersfaééliné.éna&‘ :%
t&reacéniﬁé{‘ | | | ) ) .
; A second’ point to b; dade about Lniversit:y' teaching is that fac;lty‘ ‘are

&

usually very sensitive about their performance in this area. ‘Much has been
‘written to suggest that university profes§3rs are cavalier about their approach

:6 teaching, but this genéfaliz;tioﬁ has 6 be viewéd.wi&h a consiﬁerable dégree
. . o - a ..
of‘caut{on.' While it‘cénnot ﬁe'denied\fhat some ipst;qctiopfih umiversities
lea;es a.lot to bezdesi;edra;here,are probébl§?§fbf;;sors who willdopeniy admit
_.that they ;fe bad téééﬂeré or that- they see te#c@ing a%.unimpéft;ntl (
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In contrast, the number of university faculty actively involved in research

-

is much less than many university administrators would have us believe (for
example, among academic psychologists in the United States the median'number of
publications is apparently zero), and it is still quite acceptableﬂ ashrug off
- a lack ‘of scholarly activity by a cryptic reference to the "publish’;perish"
phenomenon. As far as administrative contributions to the univergity are con-
cerned, it is often easy to explain away, the failure to take on such duties in
terms of .a desire to avoid bureaucracy and concentrate instead on the "real *
function pf the university. It is probable then that - at least for many

-~ disciplines - a professor can live with the reputation of being uninterested

-3
. [N

t . :
stigmatized as a poor teacher. Teaching appears to be one of those activities, .

; - +n research or committee work, but will find it much more embarrassing to be

like driving or sex,.where we are particularily sensitive to criticism!

> . At the ‘same time, promoting léﬁrning has always been.the central role of

- the hnibergicg,fand with the rapid rise in 'student intake since the second |

world &ar it is not sufficient to assume that learning'will take place without

difficulty as -long as stu ts. have access to a library and a few lectures by

.

SR ~.. eminent scholars. Rather, today a professor must become an expert in the facil-

f. --itation of learning - vhich iéwanother definition of teaching.

]
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The central role of teachin_g%Q [ -

o <  There is probably little quarrel that teaching is still the principal

funetion of the univensity. It is also well known that most faculty receive very

{

little specific training in teaching, even though the skills involved are

.

L8, .

- . widely regarded as complex and sophisticated. Of course, some academics would

i deny that any sophistication in teaching skills ‘{8 necessary, and would maintain

A
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that university education simply involves exposing students to the appropriate
subject-matter, and letting them learn for themselves (see Anderson, 1974).
It has already been argued above that this.is an untenable position in
today's Canadian university environment. But saying that teaching is a
» ?:Esdifficult and complicated endeavour unfortunatsi? does not mean that-a lengthy
immersion course 'in the principlés of pedagogy will work the wonders that some
educationists believe. 1In fact it could be maintained that the psychological

principles derived from studies over the last fifty}years have proved of
- !

remarkably 11tt14 value for the everyda& work of the classroom teacher. It is
known that people must be motivated tokléarn,Qahd that they learn better whén
pursuing some tangible reward. Psychologists are also beginning, through the
work of Piaget, to uncover some fascinating information about the way young
children. think, which will have great implicafions for the way they are t§ught;
Yet serioué dougtgnremain about‘whether exéosurg to the findings of lea§ﬂgng
theorists, from ﬁull,to Skinner, will help Profesgor X improve his teachisg,
an§ more than will a conversation with a sympatpetic colleague, or the comments
of his students. n ;
~-The fact that~there are nd'pédagogicai rules of thumb to’ensure‘effective

teachihg mékes it even m&fe ﬁeceésary that ‘the university instructor constantly
monitor.hds activities 1in tée cl;ssroom.. fhus the aim of evaluation is

’ firsF“;Ld fqremost to provide a source of information éo the teacher about wh;t
he is dqiné and it also foll&ws that evaluation should be as comprehensiye as

) . 7
possible. For example, student questionnaires can provide invaluable information:

about the pfadtical organization of a class, aﬁout;thé perceived difficulty of ™~

assignments, and the extent to which the course is‘stigu;ating and enjoyable.

But td obtain reiiable information about how Felevanf ér up-to—-date tﬁe material
7 , , | - - .
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is, it would be far bestet to consult colleagues or the department head.
The ;ituation described here is one in which the teacher calls upon
others for their advice: the initiative is left with him. 1t is probable
tﬁat no other system will work in a university setting where a good deal of
flexibility and freedom has been traditienal for many years. There is a
deai responsibility here for‘evaluation of-teaching by faculty and administration )
working together, a type of collaberation which is in keeping with the way most

contemporary Canadian universities are gevetned.

The dual responsibility of faculty and administration. .

If.the notion thatjteaching evaluation is a collaborative effort between
faculty eﬁd adﬁtqistratien is accepted, then the next step is to decide what
are the rights and responsibilitieg'of the two parties involved. The main
responsibility of thte administration (ranging from department heads to the
President) should be to provide a climate within which effective teaching and
learning can prosper. ?his means the clear-articulation of aims for the .
university which place prigary emphas}s on teacﬁing, and living up to those aims_.
in practice 5y, for exam%le, fugding a Teaching Resource Person or Centre,‘

encouraging sabbatical and other leaves for the purpose of §tudying new teaching i

- methods, providing research and development grants for faculty who wish to try

new ways of presenting learning material, and so on. Notice that these are ng&,‘

[}

for the most part, formalized piograms, but instead take the form of encouragement
and rewards for inititatives taken by individual faculty members. Evidence from

various parts of the world suggests that this sort of "grassroots" approach is

far more successful in producing changed attitudes and behaviour than many

 impressive looking series of workshops and conferences on teaching, that gay

cor
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enhance the prestige of the Vice-President's office, but do little to stimulate

. cynical faculty and students.
| Another aspect of admiéistrative responsibility that is frequently ignored
conperns ;he éenéral orgaplzation of instruction in the institution. Fa;ulty
who wish to try ne# approaches to teaching often find they are\hamstrung by
administrative regulations that dre unduly restricting with regard to the
timing and format of classes, the type of assignments that may be given, the -
| method of grading, and so on. For example, sSome deans and ,department heads
get quite nervous when th;y discover that an instructor is not physically in
contact with his entire class for the four hours per week prescribed in the
calendar. And deans who are faced with the very high grades often produced
by students engaged in self-paced instruction (such as PSIS may be either
'.%%yildered or‘hostile to this departure from the normal distribution of marks.
So much for the responsibili;ies of the administration in this partnership.
It will be seen that they have been mainly concerned with improving the climate
for effectiye teachiﬁg, but that thege is no direct administrative fesponsi—
bility for evaluation itself. :This is because,/f?r some of the political,
"sbcial;‘and”pSyéhoIogidal‘reasbas alluded to aﬁove; it is extremely dubious
thgt an evaluationysysten imposed frpm above c&p succeed. Hopefully, however,
i£ administrators provide appropriate rewards and encouragement, faculty will
be motivated to develop and administer their own evaluation systems, if only
to demonstr;te that their teaching is as good as they say.  This may sqund
naiyg;.gpt experience with many s}stems of inecentives shows that thep will not
gpri_unless the people inyolved'are convinced of their utility, clear about

. thei;wbhiiosophy, and have a meanipgful'say in their implementagion.

‘.
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While this pape; is too short for a full description of the sources of
information that might be used for e;aﬁuation putpdses, it is worth empha-
sizing again that few contemporary writers on teaching evaluation would:be
content with a single source - such as the ubiquitous student course rating
questiégnaire. A number of authors, luéh‘as Shore (1974) and Sullivan (1976),
have suggeai;d that an 1ns£ructor should prepare a dossier of evidence to
support his claim to be an effective teacher, in/much the same way as a

[N

curniculum vitae 1is assembied to describe recent publications, research grants
held, commitg;;-tespbnsibilities, and so oﬁ. Such a dossier might contain
summaries of szudené course evaluations, comments by colleagues on the quality
of the material preseﬁted in'class, desériptions of 1nn6vations which have
taken place in the course, and (best of all) evidence of some gain in knowledge
'qr experience on the part of studenté.
~ The latter index of student achievément, which isAreally a‘mﬁch more
EEpOrtant comment on the value of a course than are the ;pinions of either
. students or colleagues, is often difficult to obtain with any precisi:;. (Of
course an examination shoula measure learning, providing there is some indication
that students 90914 not already perfqrm at the same lévél at the beginning of ‘
" the cl#ss.) A good‘deél has been written aboﬁt méésuring studgnt achievépénﬁ 19.
relaFion to specified course objectivesA(see the bibliography by Geis, 1972)
;nd one‘unusual way of doing ghfg is to get follow-up comments from employers,
who are in a particularily good position fo'gssess the relevance - 1tud;nt
knowledge and skill. Unfortunately however; ;his sort of feedbatx - only
possible 19 some ;cademic disciplineg (such as psychology or.éﬁgineeting) and

in any case is hard to measure- accurately. Because the measurement of course

. .ohtcdmes (in terms of student achievement or changed attitudes)*is not at present

8
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being done very thoroughly or precisely, the evidence a faculty member presents
to ciaim crédit for teaching effectiveness may be‘rgthet vague. FG?Ihermore,
it is iikely that such information, albeit incoﬁpletc. is mowhere nearly as
vague and inaccurate as the more usual comment on teachiwg in the fhéulty
promotion form, where the department head pens an eloquently.equivocal para-
graph to describe the pefforﬁnnce and effectiveness of a teacher he has never
seen_pe;forn,iq the classroom, and with wﬁoﬁ‘he has discussed teaching only in
terms of generaltties.

‘It has been suggested above that the onus should be on a faculty member to
’ clai& credit for éood teaching in just the same way as it is his responsibility
to claim credit for scholarly endeavours and administragive work. Some faculty
"will choose notr to defend their teaching, in which case administrators must
\*\assuhe that it is only ;verage, Qf best ~ just as a faculty member who did not
bother tb‘éubmit his 1list of publications for the year would bé assumed to havi
published .nothing. 1In. the regular review process that ﬁost unive?siiies use
to appraise faculty pqrformgnee, some professors will claim creqit for excel;ent{
teaching, while others will be energetic reséarchers or provide inveluable
admini;trative or counselling services for the déﬁartment. A few wilIvexc%ll
at many activities,bui one of the greatest mistakes made in administering an
academic unit is to assume that all members will contribute in the same way by
" the same means. Once teaﬁhing& research, administration and ;o on are all
evaluated to an eéual degree, tﬁete_will ééerge a much clearer‘éicture of
‘'where faculty tal;nts lie.
This implies, once again; that the univérsity adminié;ration should provide

sufficient flexibility for the resources in a department to be utilized to their

~ maximum poiential. The first step:here is to recognize that not all faculty

RIC /- - B
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are good a!!;elearch, many are terrible adminiatrators, and a few arc poor

teachers. There should be sufficient freedom to let faculty concentrate on

those aspects of the department's work that they do best. As far as teaching

-

is concerned, it is also vital to realize that there are yery many ways to
téach in a university besides giving lectures or running seminars, and that

many informal contscts with students are an important component of the

university learning process.

The involvement of students and the corrnunity

The bulk of this paper has been devoted to a discussion of evaluation
in terms of the responsibilities of two groups ~ administration and faculty.
But there are two further groups whosé interests are vitally bouand up with
the question of teaching effectiveness.‘ The first of these of course is fhc
.stgdent-Lody, since students are the people to whom the whole teaching enter-
prise is directed. (Notice that the reference here is to the teaching

er:ztetprise. rather :han "learning', which is an acttvity shared by students

and faculty alike.) 1In the remarks above it has been emphasized that the ultimate

test of teaching performance ;; demonstrated learning - whether of skills,

knowledge, or attitudes. It has also been mentioned that student evaluations

(by questioﬁnaires,-for example) can provide invaluable 1nfo;mation about ¢gertain
~ aspects of the teaching process. However, because the effective evaluation of

teaching inyolves.more Ehan a determination of which professors are perceived to

be best by their students, and because evaluation must be an ongoing system

for providing faculty with information. that will help them improve over time,

it 1s argued that the main impetus for the evaluation of faculty performance
. !

must lie with the admiéistrator-faculty partnership discussed above. This is

Q 1()
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not to deny that student input to the evaluation procewa i unique and invalu-
able. Furthermore it assumes that studenta wi{ll prodably contlinue to carry
out thelr own surveys of teaching, and these may have conalderadle impact,
especially in the absence of other an” ".2"ter data.

The final group with a vested fu:. cat 1n this matter of evaluation
larger than faculty..utudcnta and admipistration combined. It comprises the
community at large, {n whos¢ name every scegment of the university claims to
speak from time to time, but whose rcal desires are probably unknown. The
contemporary university is a much misundcrstood instituticn. znd nowhere is
public ni;undcrst;nding more prevalent than with regard t¢ the tcaching przccs-.
In particular, there is often a confusf{on in the public’s mind between formal
contact hours in the classroom and the total amount of work done by a
ptofesso} (for an interesting discussion of this at-i:zude, and the reality of
the situation, see Trotter, Mcngen. & Hansen, 1973). ax ihe costs;of higher
education have increased 1o the past decade, 50 have :hc‘dznands‘by government
th public accountability for funds spent. Any valid type of cost-benefit
analysis of th; universities' achievements is extremely hard to carry out,
because of the t;emendoﬁs‘difficulty of pinning down the variables invelved.

In the mid 1960s the Labour Government in 3r1£ain tried to app1§ its prices
and incomes policy to univétsi:y teachers, and suggested that possible indices
of "productivity' might include faculty-to-student ratios and stude;t course
evaluations. The attempt was eventually abandoned in the face of arguments

within the cabinet that to specify the effectiveness of higher education in

such relatively crude terms would do more harm than good to the educational

enterprise.

Certainly the university is accountable to the public, but it can probably

11
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only be accountabloAin a very general way, becaume o! the complexity ot the
many activitien undertaken by mtudenta and faculty {o higher educatton. It
is doubtful whether univeruities will ever achieve univeranal popula;lty

among the public at large, regardless of how well they perform. But they
must at leaat be capable of generating a dcgrrc{%? tolerance for the work
they are doing, and a public acceptadility that the billilons of dollars speat
on higher education result ({n mome beneficial ch#nge- {n the quality of l{{m
for the population as a whole. To achieve this, univernities must not lose
sight of their main function, which is to pass on to succceding generation:.
of astudents the accumulated wisdom of mnnkind. and to tranamit this knowlcedye
in the most cf}eccive way poasible. A better understanding of the teaching

and learning process {s essential to achieve this aim, and eansure the survival

of the university as a vital force of influence in the contemporary world.

</
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